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IN FARMING SYSTEMS RESEARCH AND EXTENSION 
John S. Caldwell, Michael French Smith, 
Vicki Karagianis, and Ruth D. Harris 
Departments of Horticulture and Sociology 
and Extension Division, Virginia Polytech- 
nic Institute and State University, 
Blacksburg, Virginia. 
ABSTRACT In this paper we first present an overview of Farming 
Systems Research and Extension (FSR/E), contrasting the importance 
placed on the household in the FSRIE conceptual framework with 
the lack of explicit attention given it in FSR/E methodology. 
An initial 47-farm survey suggested that female household members 
piay key roles in intensive crop production and off-farm income 
 ene era ti on. A time allocation study during May-October, 1982, 
investigated the roles of female and male household heads and 
xorking age children in a representative 10-farm subsample. Rssults 
indicated greater women's contributions to livestock-related produc- 
iion activities than originally hypothesized and reduced time 
spent by families with female off-farm employment in household 
production activities. Based on these results, an agriculture-family 
resources para-professional technician team is suggested as an 
alternate extension mode1 to be tested' for U.S. and developing 
cDuntry limited resource farms. 
1 
This is a revised version of the paper presented at the Meeting 
of the Southern Association of Agricultural Scientists, Rural 
Sociology Section, Atlanta, Georgia, February 7, 1983. This study 
acknowledges the support of a grant for this farming systems project 
provided by the United States Department of Agriculture Office 
of International Cooperation and Development. Appreciation is 
also extended to the Southwest Virginia District Extension Office; 
Lee, Washington, and Smyth County Extension Units; and farm household 
members in r.hese three counties, without whose cooperation the 
s ~ u d y  discussed here could not have been conducted. The authors 
also  hank M. H. Rojas, A.A. Hertzler, G. R. Wetherill and two 
reviewers for suggestions on earlier drafts of this paper. 
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IKTRODUCTICN 
Farming Systems Research and Extension (FSRIE) is an approach 
to development for "small" (limited resource) farms that is receiving 
increasing attention now in domestic as well as international contexts. 
As a conceptual framework for organizing research and extension, 
FSR/E is more encompassing than traditional agricultural research. 
Traditional agricultural research has been termed "reductionist": 
it studies only a limited number of factors (typically, crop biophysical 
variables that can be measured quantiratively, such as plant response 
to fertilizers or pesticides) while holding other variables constant 
under controlled conditions. The assumption is that improvements 
in individual components of the total farming system are additive 
and collectively result in improvement of the while system (Dillon, 
1976). 
In contrast, FSRIE is based on the premise that interactions 
among components in the natural and human environments of the farming 
system have a significant effect on whether or not changes in individual 
system components result in improvement in the system as a whole 
(Gilbert, -- et al., 1980). For this reason, as a conceptual framework, 
FSR/E does not limit its scope of concern to the biophysical environment. 
The conceptual models of two major pioneers in FSR/E both show the 
household as one of the three major subsystems of the farming system, 
together with crop and animal subsystems (McDowe11 and Hildebrand, 
1980; Zandstra, 1980). Moreover, a recent text which has synthesized 
a unified FSR/E methodology (termed by .its authors "Farming Systems 
2
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Research and Development ," or FSR&D) from various methodologies 
that have been tested in different countries has termed the household 
"the integrating unit" for the crop and animal subsystems (Shaner 
et al., 1982). 
- - 
As a working methodology, however, FSR/E has tended to focus 
almost exclusively on agricultural productivity. The primary objective 
of FSR/E has been defined in terms of improving the linkage between 
traditicnal, reductionist agricultural research on the 'one hand, 
and agricultural extension on the other hand (McDermott, 1982). 
FSR/E is thus evolving as a mechanism for improving agricultural 
technology generation for more limited resource farms. The working 
methodology retains the whole farm viewpoint of the original FSR/E 
conceptual framew~rk by using farm surveys in an initial diagnostic 
phase in order to design agricultural production tests to be conducted 
on farms rather than on an experiment station (Gilbert, - et al., 
1980). In addition, the response of households to agricultural tech- 
nology innovation, their "acceptability index" in the geographical 
target area, is studied as a key variable (Shaner et al., 1982). 
- .- 
FSR/E methodology as described above, however, recognizes non-ag- 
ricultural priorities of the household only implicitly, insofar 
as they result in a low degree of acceptance of agricultural technology 
innovation. Non-agricultural family priorities and the impact of 
agricultural ~echnology change on family well-being defined more 
broadly than economic benefit have not been the main concern to 
date of FSR/E as a working methodology (Hildebrand, 1982; Whelan, 
3
Caldwell et al.: Time Use by Small Farm Families in Southwest Virginia: An Approac
Published by eGrove, 1983
The approach of this project differs from that of most other 
FSR/E practitioners. This work returns to the original premise of 
- - 
the FSR/E conceptual framework that the household is a key element 
a 
of the system. This work, furthermore, takes the position that as 
a working methodology FSRIE will be more effective if it does not 
assume 5 priori that increased economic benefit from agricultural 
productivity improvement is necessarily the main goal of ''small" 
or limited resource farm households. Rather, as a.methodology, FSR!E 
should be prepared to respond to needs for the development of non-agri- 
cultural innovations if these wil.1 better meet the needs of families 
as they are revealed in the FSRIE diagnostic survey stage. 
PROJECT MATERIALS AND METHODS 
The overall objective of this project was to develop and test 
methodologies for integrating the household more explicitly into 
FSRIE which could be applied in international assistance projects. 
For this reason, the project used a modified form of the FSRIE methodol- 
ogy that has been developed by Hildebrand and is described in Shaner 
et al. (1982). 
- -
First, Southwest Virginia was selected as the target area because 
of the predominance of limited re.source farms in that area. Within 
the target area, three counties were selected in consultation with 
extension personnel as the research area because of their on-going 
para-professional agricultural technician program. Over half (56%) 
of the 4,276 farms in the research area had harvested cropland areas 
of less than 4 ha (10 ac) (U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau of 
4
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Census, 1981) placing them within the range of cropland available 
to many farms in less highly populated parts of the developing world. 
Next, a qualitative "sondeo," or "sounding out," survey (Shaner 
et al., 1982) of extension personnel and 47 limit2d resource farm 
- - 
families was conducted. The objectives of this survey were four-fold: 
1. To develop a qualitative model of the predominant farming 
system in the target area. 
2. To determine the major goals, problems, and constraints 
of the small farm families. 
3. To investigate the value as an extension linkage mode1 of 
the on-going agricultural technician program in terms of 
both the program's original objectives and the goals expressed 
by the families it is serving. 
The major results of the qualitative survey have been discussed 
more fully elsewhere (Caldwell, 1982; Karagianis - et al., - 1982; Rojas, 
1983). These results can be summarized in the following four points: 
1. The major long-term goal of the majorityof the farm families 
is to maintain the farming way of life. Developing a more 
profitable farm business is an immediate goal that is sought 
only through means that maintain low debt, so that the stability 
of the farming way of life is not placed at risk. Overall 
quality of life rather than economic benefit appears to 
be the measure that families use in evaluating their success 
as farmers. 
2. Improvements in agricultural production are not seen by 
the families as their major need. This reflects the predominance 
5
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. . 3 0 
of the non-economic goals of families and time and financial 
constraints imposed by the socio-economic environment, as 
-. 
well as the effectiveness of the para-professional technician 
program in responding to immediate agricultural production 
problems. 
3. The existing agricultural technician program deals only tan- 
gentially with household needs that relate to the quality 
of life. There is little linkage with family resources exten- 
sion. 
4. The existing agricultural technician program does not target 
agricultural technology information delivery to female house- 
hold members except sometimes when they are single heads 
of household. Nevertheless, a qualitative mode1 proposed 
after the diagnostic survey suggested that female household 
members play a key role in intensive crop production and 
off-farm income generation (figure 1) (Teo, 1982). 
The third step of the project accordingly had objectives similar 
to those of Hart (1982): to quantify some of the interactions depicted 
in the qualitative model. The qualitative model thus serves as a 
guide both for further quantitative diagnosis and for design of alter- 
nate solutions to problems identified by the initial diagnosis. For 
this purpose, two types of follow-up case studies were initiated: 
a time allocation study to investigate the roles of women household 
heads, and a dietary evaluation to investigate the impact on one 
measure of quality of life, family nutritive status, of the multiple 
6
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J LABOR-INTENSIVE FAN1 ACTIVITIES 
F I G U R E  1.  Q U A L I T A T I V E  MODEL  O F  T H E  F A R M I N G  S Y S T EM  
I N  SOUTHWEST  V I R G I N I A  
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roles of women suggested by the qualitative model. This paper reports 
on the first of these two special studies. 
TIME ALLOCATION STUDY MATERIALS AND METHODS 
We choose time as the measure for quantifying. interactions in 
the farming system for several reasons. Other studies have quantified 
farming systems interactions using monetary (Hayami et al., 1978) 
and energy (~xinn and hxinn, 1981) flows, but these methods are best 
suited to measuring flows of materials and labor among production 
subsystems and to and from production environments. Neither is suited 
for measuring social interactions of household members within the 
family and with the community. In addition,, use of monetary flow 
as a measure requires estimation of opportunity costs for household 
production activities. On the other hand, time is a common denominator 
of household members' participation in the full range of activities 
for which the household performs its key integrative function: farm- 
household and non-farm production activities, personal maintenance 
activities, and intra- and inter-familial social activities. 
We selected the 10 families which participated in the time-alloca- 
tion study from among the 47 families interviewed in the project's 
initial survey. We selected this sample non-randomly, choosing a 
variety of farm and family types representative of the target area. 
The 10 sample farms were grouped into six farm types based on charac- 
teristics which were expected would most influence the woman head 
of household's time use: 
1. Family status: Couple without children old enough to contri- 
bute to farm and household production activities; couple 
8
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with children old enough to make such contributions; or single 
woman without an adult male co-resident in the same household 
and with or without an adult male joint farm operator. 
2. Employment status: whether or not the woman had regular off- 
farm employment. 
Different combinations of these two types of characteristics 
resulted in the six farm types shown in Table 1.In six of the seven 
nuclear couple or family households, the predominant farm activity 
was livestock-centered: beef cattle or dairy. All of these farms 
also grew corn and hay to support their livestock activities. Two 
of the three single female households were involved in commercial 
fruit and/or vegetable production. 
We were especially interested in the. sexual division of labor 
within families so that we could assess the extent to which extension 
programs were taking into account women's contributions to farm survi- 
val and success. Since the success of extension programs often depends 
upon informal channels of information flow both within and between 
families, we also sought data on opportunities for intra-familial 
and extra-familial interaction. 
Our interests dictated that we adopt a method that would give 
us more detailed reports less subject to respondent error than those 
of either the U.S.D.A. Statistical Reporting Service or Economic 
Research Service surveys (Sellers, 1971). Though suited to large 
scale sampling, they rely on substantially after-the-fact or out-of- 
context estimates. Also in contrast to those surveys, we did not 
wish to exclude "housework" .from consideration (Sellers, 1970). More 
9
Caldwell et al.: Time Use by Small Farm Families in Southwest Virginia: An Approac
Published by eGrove, 1983
TABLE 1. SAMPLE FARM CHARACTERISTICS 
Household Com~osition 
Sample Women ' s Adults Children 
Fa rm Farm Predominate Of f-Farm Female Male 
Type No. Activity Employment (&elZ (Age) (~ge)' 
5 Beef Cattle None 2 7 32 -- On-Fa rm 
Couple 7 Dairy None 28 .;. 28 (1,3) 
On- f a rrn 6 Dairy None 3 5 40 12,16 
Fami 1 y 
2 Dairy Store Cashier 29 3 3 ( 5 )  Off-farm 
Couple 1 Corn Sewing Factory (45) 48Y -- 
Off-farm 3 Beef Cattle Hospital 42 42 12,15 
Fami ly 4 Beef Cattle Teac!:er 50 5 0 2 0 
Extended 8 Fruits & None 2 9 5 4 (6,8IX 
Vegetables 
9 Fruits & None 49 -- (12,17) 
Fema 1 e- 
Headed Vegeta'bles 
10 Beef Cattle Nonew 42 -- (10) 
z Persons in parenthesis did not participate in time allocation study. 
'~ecause the female adult on sample farm 1 did not participate in 
the study, the data from the male adult on this farm are not included 
in the cornparisions made between females and males that are discussed 
in Tables 2-6. ' 
X Children of female-headed household which operates farm together 
with with father-in-law who lives in a separate household. 
W 
Receives social security benefits. 
10
Journal of Rural Social Sciences, Vol. 01 [1983], Iss. 1, Art. 4
https://egrove.olemiss.edu/jrss/vol01/iss1/4
recent surveys of U.S. family farms (Gladwin and Downie, 1981; Jones 
and Rosenfield, 1981) do provide valuable information on the sexual 
division of labor, including consideration of households tasks. But 
these also rely on questionnaires concerning limited iets of predeter- 
mined categories of activities (Gladwin and Downie, 1981; Jones and 
Rosenfield, 1981) or out-of-context time estimates (Gladwin and 
Downie, 1981).. Such methods do not provide the kind of accurate and 
detailed data that we sought on the full spectrum ~ f ~ f a m i l y  activities 
and on intra-familial and community interaction. 
The sample population was widely dispersed, with the urban cen- 
ters of the three counties from two to six hours drive from our home 
base. It was thus impossible to nake use of methods requiring frequent 
direct observation, such as the method of random sampling proposed 
by Johnson (1975), detailed time-and-motion studies of the conduct 
of particular tasks of entire days of activity (Smith, N.D.; Waddell 
and Krinks, 1968), or consideration of "work density" (Erasmus, 1980). 
On the other hand, for the purposes of this project, such detailed 
point observations were of less importance than data over an extended 
period of time. Moreover, the members of our sample were literate, 
so direct observation was not a necessity as it is in populations 
with low levels of literacy. Taking the above into account, we decided 
to rely on time diaries completed by family members themselves aEter 
a training session based on the method of data collection employed 
by Szalai (1972) and later by others (Robinson, 1977; Walker and 
Woods, 1976). 
11
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Using variations on the methods of Szalai (1972) and Wa1 ker 
and Woods (1976), many recent researchers have sampled small quanti- 
ties of time, often only. one or two days, for large populations. 
On the other hand, a study of an agricultural populgtion should take 
account of a full seasonal cycle. We therefore collected time diaries 
from each family for one day every two weeks over the 14-week period 
Play 21-October 10, 1982. To ensure reasonably equal sampling of all 
days of the week throughout the study, initial recording days were 
distributed as evenly as possible over the days of the week and subse- 
quent recording days rotated sequentially. Thus, if a family's first 
recording day were Monday, the next recording day was Tuesday two 
weeks hence, and so forth. 
In order to sustain cooperation over several months, we made 
diary keeping relatively streamlined. Therefore, we did not request 
information on what "secondary' activities were pursued simultaneously 
with "primary activities" as other researchers using a time dairy 
method have (Beck and Beck, 1979; Robinson, 1979; Walker and Woods, 
1976). Rather than request recording in terms of brief predetermined 
time periods (Jones and Pierce, 1977; Vanek, 1973; Walker and woods, 
1976), we asked respondents to record the beginning and ending times 
of activity periods as they themselves defined them. Similarly, we 
did not provide a checklist of predefined activity categories (Manning 
1978; Walker and bloods, 1976) in terms .of which respondents had to 
characterize their own activities. Such a method might simplify recor- 
ding, but as Fassinger and Schwarzweller (1982) point out, it is 
essential that such task inventories be empirically based if one 
12
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hopes to accurately represent the familial division of labor. An 
open category diary-method avoids this problem. 
The above diary keeping procedures resulted in a response rate 
of 95%, and most respondents provided us with detafled reports pre- 
pared in accordance with our instructions. 
As Harvey and MacDonald (1976) note, the type and quantity of 
data elicited by open-ended time diaries is more cumbersome to handle 
than that gathered using a checklist of predetermined categories. 
The basic task of dealing with such data is developing a set of coding 
categories which will enable the researcher to make the desired compar- 
isons and still exhaust the variety of the diary entries. After a 
careful reading of the completed diaries, we settled on a set of 
35 activity categories that could be grouped into a smaller number 
of more general categories (Appendix A). 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Members in each farm type filled out diaries for similar numbers 
of hours per day. Averages ranged from 14.8 to 17.4 hours per day, 
depending on sex and family type. The widowed female respondent of 
sample farm 9 reported the longest day, 20.5 hours. 
When averaged over all sample days (nine for all families except 
eight days for sample farm no. 2 and six days for sample farm no. 
8), female time use showed greatest variation depending on the pre- 
sence or absence of regular off-farm employment (Table 2). The impact 
of off-farm employment was greatest on time spent in household activi- 
ties. Time spent in livestock-related activities (including corn 
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Ca t  ego r y  
- 
L i v e s t o c k  
TASLE 
2 .  FEMALE TIME USE BY CATEGORIES 
OVER ALL SAMPLE DAYS 
(PERCENT OF TOTAL TIME PER MEMBER TYPE) 
On-Farm On-Farm Off-Farm Off-Farm Female 
Couple  Fami ly  Couple  Fami ly  Ex tended  Headed 
I n t e n s i v e  Crops  1 0 2 0 2 9 1 4  
. . 
Farm S u ppo r t  3 2 < 1 < 1 3 2 
Garden  5 5 4 2 1 13  
Home 39 44 20  2 7 30 2 7 
Non-Farm 1 0 2 8 2 2 1 0 
Community 2 1 1 1 8  16  3 12 
R e c r e a t i o n  12 13  1 4  12 15 1 7  
O t h e r  1 3  12 9 18 11 10  
14
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and hay production) and intensive crop production was relatively 
constant among three of the four nuclear family farm types. 
Only on the on-farm family farm did the woman head of household 
report a constantly substantial contribution to livestock-related 
activities. This was one of three dairy farms (one of the other two 
being an on-farm couple farm and the other an off-farm couple farm), 
but on the other two dairy farms, the woman did not report similar 
. . 
constant contributions to livestock-related activities. The wcman 
on the on-farm family farm, on the other hand, reported almost no 
time spent with community interaction. 
On all three farms without a male adult co-resident with the 
woman, female time use for intensive crop (fruits, vegetables, and 
tobacco) production was substantially increased. Time spent in live- 
stock-related activities also increased, although to a much smaller 
degree. These increases in time spent for commercial farm production 
came &t the expense of both time spent for household production activi- 
ties and time spent in community interaction. 
The decreases in time spent for household production activities 
came primarily at the expense of time spent in food preparation and 
household upkeep (Table 3). This was particularly true for the farm 
households where the woman had off-farm employment. Those households 
and the extended household also reported decreases in time spent 
by the woman in garden and home food preservation. These data also 
correiate with decreased nutritive status in households with off-farm 
employment by the woman (Hertzler and Teo, 1983). 
15
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TABLE 3 .  FEMALE TIME USE BY SUB-CATEGORIES 
OVER ALL SAMPLE DAYS 
(PERCENT OF TOTAL TIME PER MEMBER TYPE-) 
On- On- 
Category & Farm Farm 
Sub-Ca tegory Couple Family 
Household 
Food Preparation 10 17 
Childcare 9 2 
Purchasing 4 1 
Cleaning, etc. 16 2 4 
Off- Off- 
Farm Farm Fema 1 e 
Couple Family Extended Headed 
Community 
Commercial 0 0 0 0 C 1 1 
Non-Comme rc ia 1 4 1 4 . 3 < 1 2 
Recreatibn 18 0 14 13 3 9 
16
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Increased time spent by female-headed households in commercial 
farm production also resulted in decreased social interaction with 
the community. On the other hand, women in those households were 
the only ones to report participation in labor-sharing for commercial 
farm production. 
Livestock-related farm production activities took up the greatest 
amount of time among the activity categories reported by male heads 
of household (Table 4). Time spent in household production activities 
was not substantial even on the farms where the woman head of house-
hold had off-farm employment. Time reported by the male adults for 
recreational activities did not show a decrease on the farms where 
the woman worked off-farm. 
Children's contributions are examined only for the sample days 
prior to August 10, when the data among the three families are compar-
able. The daughter in the off-farm household returned to college 
in Mid-August. In addition, in the off-farm household with two sons, 
two September sample days were on weekends, while corresponding sample 
days in the on-farm household with two . sons were on weekdays when 
the major portion of their time was spent in school. 
During the comparable sample days, the male children contributed 
substantially to livestock-related activities, as well as to farm 
support activities (Table 5). Surprisingly, none of the children 
reported much time spent with the family garden or in other household 
production activities. In all cases, community interaction (primarily 
social) and family or personal recreation time together made up at 
least approximately half of the children's time use. 
17
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TABLE 4 .  PULE TIME USE BY CATEGORIES 
OVER ALL SAMPLE DAYS 
(PERCENT OF TOTAL TIME PER MEMBER TYPE4 
On- 
Fa rrn 
Coup l e  
On- 
Farm 
Famlly 
Of f -  
Farm 
Coup l e  
O f f -  
Fa  r m  
F am i l y  
2 6 
Ca t e g o r y  
L i v e s t o c k  
I n t e n s i v e  C rop s  
Farm S u p p o r t  
Ga rden  
Home 
Non-Farm 
Commun i t y 
R e c r e a t i o n  
O t h e r  
Ex t e nd ed  
3 
18
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Category 
Livestock 
Intensive Crops 
Farm Support 
Garden 
Home 
Non-Farm 
Community 
Recreation 
Other 
TABLE 5. CHILD TI?IE USE BY CATEGORIES 
OVER K4Y - AUGUST 10 SANPLE DAYS 
(PERCENT OF TOTAL TIME PER MEMBER TYPE) 
On-Fa rm 
Male 
Off-Farm 
Male Fema le 
19
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The above data based on time use over all (or the majority, 
in the case of children) of the sample days seem to suggest a rather 
"traditional" division of labor among family members in most of the 
households with nuclear families: Male adults ca'rrying out most 
commercial farm production activities, female adults handling house- 
hold production activities, and older children predominately engaging 
in recreational activities. Time use on individual sample days, how- 
ever, presented a different picture. When individual sample days 
were examined for the five nuclear families where the woman did not 
report substantial time spent over all sample days in commercial 
farm production, 11 instances (out of 44 sample days for the five 
women involved) were found where the woman contributed approximately 
10 percent or more of her time to one of the three commercial farm 
production activity categories (livestock-related, intensive crop, 
or farm support). Table 6 presents examples for sample farms for 
three farm types. The examples include time spent in dairy work, 
tobacco planting and harvesting, and hay baling. For the on-farm 
households, the female contribution to commercial farm productionwork 
came in addition to spending from 6 to 8 largely unassisted hours 
in household production activities. In both of the off-farm household 
examples, the woman's contribution to tobacco or hay harvesting came 
after 10.5 to 11 hours of off-farm employment work (including travel 
time). 
20
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CONCLUSIONS 
The results presented in the previous section suggest that the 
conceptual mode1 for family farms in the target area overestimated 
women's contribution to intensive crop production bGt underestimated 
women's contributions to livestock-related production activities 
(compare with figure 1). Moreover, the results also suggest that 
there are temporal (longitudinal) differences in the magnitude of 
women's contributions to farm production activities. Finally, the 
results show that when women take off-farm employment as a means 
of increasing family income, men and children do not greatly increase 
their contributions to household production activities. As a conse- 
quence, time spent by women in household production activities is 
sacrificed. 
Taken as a whole, the findings of this study, together with 
those of the coordinate dietary evaluation (Hertzler and Teo, 1983), 
suggest two directions for future extension efforts. First, intensive 
fruit and vegetable production appears to be an important commercial 
farm production alternative for women farm operators without co-resi- 
dent male adults. Extension information delivery for intensive fruit 
and vegetable production should include such female--headed farms 
in their target audience. 
Second, a stronger linkage between family resources extension 
and agricultural extension could benefit small farms where women 
have off-farm employment. Particularly valuable could be .assistance 
in three areas: 
22
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1. Household work simplification, in order to enable women to 
make more efficient use of decreased time available for house- 
hold work. 
2. Food preparation and meal planning assistance designed to 
improve the nutritive status of families within the constraints 
of reduced time for meal preparation available to women with 
off-farm employment. 
3. Financial management assistance to enable families to plan 
better to meet the needs of farm business and household pro- 
duction activities. The importance of coordination of farm 
and home management has also been pointed in a recent USDX 
publication (26). 
The latter set of conclusions in turn forms the basis for the 
next phase that the FSR/E project is institutingin 1983: training 
and supporting a home management para-professional technician in 
one of the three counties of the original research area. This new 
technician will work in a team with the existing agricultural techni- 
cians to strengthen extension assistance to the total farm-household 
unit. 
While the sample size in this study is small, and limited resource 
farms in Southwest Virginia have differences from those in the develop- 
ing world, there is value in using U.S. limited resource farms to 
provide real-world tests of methodologies with potential application 
in developing countries. First, as Hildebrand has documented in 
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North Florida (Hildebrand, 1983a), as shown in this study, and as 
a recent article demonstrates in Botswana (Behnke and Kerven, 1983), 
limited resource farm households in the U.S. and developing countries 
rely on diversification of agricultural and non-agricul tural enter- 
prises to reduce risk and achieve their main objective of maintaining 
the farm as a home. Time available for the management of each indi- 
vidual enterprise thus becomes a key constraint for limited resource 
farms in general (Hildebrand, 1983b). Second, because of the complexity 
of managing diversified enterprises with limited time, to be effective 
extension programs need to recognize the multiple roles of family 
members. The traditional U.S. extension system has been based on 
a separation of agricultural extension for male family members and 
family resources extension for female family members. This is not 
appropriate in Botswana, for example, where women manage both the 
agricultural and home production/consumption activities of the farm 
1 
household. This study suggests the traditional extension system 
may also be less appropriate for U.S. limited resource farms. The 
FSRIE project thus sees the agriculture-family resources para-pro- 
fessional technician team as being an alternate extension model 
worthy of testing for potential use with limited resource farms 
in both the U.S. and developing countries. 
1 
Personal communication by F. K . Norwesinyama, Agricultural 
Officer, Women's Extension, Government of Botswana, during the USDA 
sponsored Virginia Tech course, "Management and the Role of Women in 
Cevelopment," March 22-April 30, 1982. ' 
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